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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1 - 24, 26 - 70 have been examined. 
Claim 70 has been added. 
Claim 25 has been deleted. 

Drawings 

1 . The new drawing filed January 5, 2007 have been accepted. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 101 has been overcome by amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1-3,5, 7-13 and 17-69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by the Template Software product line. 

The Template Software product line contains: 

The SNAP programming language 

The Workflow Template 

The Web Component 
These three layered products work together. 

The documentation sets for the products contains the following manuals. 
SNAP released June 1997 
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SNAP Language Reference (Referred to as REF - Not used in this Office Action) 

Using the SNAP Language (Referred to as LANG - Not used in, this Office Action) 

Using the SNAP Communication Component (Referred to as COM ) 

Using the SNAP Graphic User Interface Component (Referred to as GUI Not used in this Office Action) 

Getting Started with SNAP (Referred to as START Not used in this Office Action) 

Using the SNAP Display Editors (Referred to as DISP - Not used in this Office Action) 

SNAP Class Library Reference (Referred to as CLASS - Not used in this Office Action) 

Using the SNAP External Application Software Component (EXT - Not used in this Office Action) 

Using the SNAP Development Environment (Referred to as SNAP ) 

SNAP Module Library Reference (Referred to as MODU Not used in this Office Action) 

Using the SNAP Permanent Storage Component (Referred to as PERM ) 

Workflow released September 1997 

Developing a WFT Workflow System (Referred to as WFT Not used in this Office Action) 
Using the WFT Development Environment (Referred to as ENV Not used in this Office Action) 
WFT Library Reference (Referred to as WFTLIB - Not used in this Office Action) 

Web Component 

Using the Web Component (Referred to as WEB ) 

Training Guides 

SNAP Application Developer's Training Course (Referred to as TRAINS — Module 8 provided) 
Workflow Template Training Course (Referred to as TRAINW - Not used in this Office Action) 
Since, these products work together they constitute a single reference and can be used as the 
basis for a rejection based on anticipated by a product offering. Furthermore, with the 1997 press 
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release announcing version 8.0 these considered prior art under In re Epstein 3 1 USPQ2d 1817 
(decided August 17, 1994) with a 1997 release date despite the 1998 copyright date. 
Claim 25 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: inserting a check into at least one of said at least first 
and second software systems. (COM, PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter) 
Claim 1 

Template anticipates a method for detecting an error in an interaction between a plurality of 
software systems (COM, page 4-21 and PERM, pages 4-10 - 4-1 1), comprising: providing 
information about at least one of at least first and second software systems (COM, page 4-18, 
figure 4-4), and a mapping between at least a portion of said at least first and second software 
systems (PERM, Chapter 3 and SNAP, Chapter 7, page 7-5, Schema Editor - for mapping); 
generating a check based upon the information and mapping inserting said check into at 
least one of said first and second software systems ( COM, PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter); 
and examining said at least one of said first and (COM, page 4-21) second software systems and 
said mapping to determine an error in an interaction between said at least first and second 
software systems (COM, page 4-21, code check for errors and SNAP Functions, pages 3-44 to 3- 
50) based on upon said check (COM. PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter Functions - Ability to trap 
violations prior to database interaction). 

Claim 2 

The method of claim 1, wherein said information provided about at least one software system of 
said at least first and second software systems includes a schema of said at least one software 
system. As per claim 1 . 

Claim 3 

The method of claim 1, wherein said information provided about at least one software system of 
said at least first and second software systems includes integrity constraints of the at least one 
software system. As per claim 1 . 

Claim 5 

The method of claim 1, wherein said information provided about at least one software system of 
said at least first and second software systems includes code of the at least one software system. 
(COM, page 4-18, Figure 4-4). 

Claim 7 

The method of claim 1, wherein said information provided about at least one software system of 
said at least first and second software systems includes information about a sub-component of 
said at least one software system. (SNAP, class structure pages 3-37 to 3-39 and SNAP, page 5- 
19, #4). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/627,982 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2193 

Claim 8 

The method of claim 1, wherein said information provided about at least one software system of 
said at least first and second software systems includes information about less than an entirety of 
said at least one software system. Interpreted to be Inheritance a principle of Object technology, 
SNAP, page 3-37. 

Claim 9 

The method of claim 1, wherein one of said first and second software systems comprises a 
database. SNAP, Chapter 6, Database Mapping Editor. 

Claim 10 

The method of claim 9, wherein said information provided about said, at least one software 
system of said at least first and second software systems includes schema information of said 
database. SNAP, Chapter 7, Schema Editor and Chapter 6, Database Mapping Editor. 

Claim 11 

The method of claim 9, wherein said information provided about said at least one software 
system of said at least first and second software systems comprises information about values in 
said database. SNAP, Attribute Sub-window, page 5-16. 

Claim 12 

The method of claim 1, wherein one of said first and second software systems comprises an 
application. As per claim 1 . 

Claim 13 

The method of claim 12, wherein said information provided about said one of said first and 
second software systems includes programming language types. SNAP, pages 3-44 to 3-50. 

Claim 17 

The method of claim 1, wherein said mapping is provided explicitly. SNAP, Chapter 7. 
Claim 18 

The method of claim 1, wherein said mapping is inferred from said information about said at 
least first and second software systems. (COM, PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter Functions - Provide 
the Ability to alter a value based on what was received). 

Claim 19 

The method of claim 1, wherein said error comprises an integrity constraint violation. As per 
claim 1 . 

Claim 20 

The method of claim 1, wherein said error comprises a potential error representing a warning that 
an error may occur. (COM, PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter Functions - Ability to trap violations 
prior to database interaction). 
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Claim 21 

The method of claim 1, wherein said error comprises a definite error representing one of that an 
error will occur and that an error has occurred. As per claim 20. 
Interpretation 
One of is an OR 

Claim 22 

The method of claim 1, wherein said error is found prior to said interaction between the at least 
first and second software systems. As per claim 1 . 

Claim 23 

The method of claim 1, wherein said error is found during said run time of the at least first and 
second software systems. As per claim 1 . 

Claim 24 

The method of claim 1, wherein said error is found prior to any of said interaction between the at 
least first and second software systems As per claim 20, and during said runtime of the at least 
first and second software systems As per claim 1 . 

Claim 26 

The method of claim 25, wherein said check is inserted at a location directed by a programmer. 
As per claim 25, SNAP is a programming language and Template is a programming 
environment. 

Claim 27 

The method of claim 25, wherein said at least first and second software systems are checked 
after an interaction there between. Ability to produce Error as per claim 1. 

Claim 28 

The method of claim 25, wherein said at least first and second software systems are checked 
before an interaction there between. SNAP is a strongly typed language like C++ or JAVA, 
SNAPE types page 3-59 to 3-61. Type Checking is inherent in strongly typed languages. Type 
checking occurs before interaction of programs. 

Claim 29 

The method of claim 25, wherein said at least first and second software systems are checked 
prior to an end of a transaction. Both Filter functions as per claim 20 and type checking occur 
prior to end of a transaction. 

Claim 30 

The method of claim 25, further comprising: performing static analysis of said at least first and 
second software systems to at least one of simplify, eliminate, and approximate said check. 
SNAP, pages 3-40 to 3-43, Attributes definition and default. 
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Claim 31 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: performing static analysis of said at least one of at 
least first and second software systems. As per claim 28, Type Checking. 

Claim 32 

The method of claim 3, further comprising: representing said integrity constraints of said at least 
first and second software systems in a common constraint model. SNAP, page 3-44, Schema and 
Object graph. 

Claim 33 

The method of claim 32, further comprising: analyzing said integrity constraints in said common 
constraint model. SNAP, page 3-44, Schema and Object graph. 

Claim 34 

The method of claim 33, further comprising: based on said analyzing, if an inconsistency is 
detected, then outputting an error. As per claim 1- errors. 

Claim 35 

The method of claim 31, further comprising modifying said integrity constraints in said common 
constraint model. SNAP, page 3-44, Schema and Object graph. 

Claim 36 

The method of claim 31, further comprising: generating a check from said integrity constraints. 
As per claim 20 - filter function and SNAP, page 3-44, edit function 

Claim 37 

The method of claim 31, further comprising: providing a shadow database in one of said at least 
first and second software systems, said shadow database containing partial knowledge of the 
other of said at least first and second software systems and being used to perform a check. 
SNAP, page 6-11, object filter. 

Claim 38 

The method of claim 37, wherein said partial knowledge includes partial knowledge of data 
values in said other of said at least first and second software systems. SNAP, page 5-16, 
Attribute window. 

Claim 39 

The method of claim 37, wherein said partial knowledge includes partial knowledge of non- 
existence of data values in said other of said at least first and second software systems. 
SNAP, page 5-16. 
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Claim 40 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: reporting said error. (COM, page 4-21 and PERM, 
pages 4-10-4-11). 

Claim 41 

The method of claim 40, wherein said reporting comprises notifying before running at least one 
of said at least first and second software systems. Type checking as per claim 28. 

Claim 42 

The method of claim 40, wherein said reporting comprises notifying while running at least one of 
said at least first and second software systems. As per claim 1 - error. 

Claim 43 

The method of claim 40, wherein said reporting allows said one of said at least first and second 
software systems to address said error. As per claim 1 . 

Claim 44 

The method of claim 40, wherein said reporting suggests how said error may be addressed. 
SNAP, page 3-45, Show Reference. 

Claim 69 

The method of claim 1, wherein said information provided about at least one software system of 
said at least first and second software systems includes a specification of said at least one 
software system. SNAP, pages 3-44, functions. 

Claim 45 

Template anticipates a method of detecting an error in a database interaction (COM, page 4-21), 
comprising: examining database code for database constraints ( COM, pages 6-1 to 6-8, focus on 
6-8 Remote Procedures and SNAP, Chapter 3, use of Functions to define methods to be 
performed - pages 3-44 to 3-50 - Note the COM reference mentions how to use the SNAP 
environment for Remote functions ); examining application code for application-level constraints 
(Procedures and SNAP, Chapter 3, use of Functions to define methods to be performed - pages 
3-44 to 3-58 - Rules and Daemons may also be used locally ); 

generating a check based upon the information and mapping inserting said check into at 
least one of said first and second software systems (COM. PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter); 
and analyzing a mapping between said database code and said application code (COM, page 4- 
21), to determine an error in a database interaction (COM, page 4-21) based on upon said check 
(COM, PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter Functions - Ability to trap violations prior to database 
interaction). 

Claim 46 

The method of claim 45, further comprising: generating a check in said application code for 
enforcing said database and application-level constraints. As per claim 45. 
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Claim 47 

The method of claim 45, farther comprising: forming a shadow database in said application code 
representing a portion of said database. SNAP, page 6-11, Object filter. 

Claim 48 

The method of claim 45, wherein said error comprises an integrity constraint violation. (COM, 
page 4-21, code check for errors and SNAP Functions, pages 3-44 to 3-50). 

Claim 49 

The method of claim 45, further comprising: inputting said database constraints and said 
application-level constraints, and said mapping into a common constraint model. SNAP, page 3- 
44, Schema and Object graph. 

Claim 50 

The method of claim 49, further comprising: before a program including said application and 
interacting with said database, is run and after said inputting, performing a static analysis to 
identify locations of where an error may arise. Type checking as per claim 28. 

Claim 51 

The method of claim 45, further comprising: after identifying said error and prior to running a 
program including said application, raising a notification. Type checking as per claim 28. 

Claim 52 

The method of claim 45, wherein, at runtime of said program, when an error is detected as 
occurring, raising a notification. (COM, page 4-21, code check for errors and SNAP Functions, 
pages 3-44 to 3-50). 

Claim 67 

A signal-bearing medium tangibly embodying a program of machine-readable instructions 
executable by a digital processing apparatus to perform a method of claim 45. SNAP, page 2-2. 

generating a check based upon the information and mapping inserting said check into at 
least one of said first and second software systems (COM. PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter); 



based on upon said check (COM. PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter Functions - Ability to trap 
violations prior to database interaction). 

Claim 53 

Template anticipates a method of detecting an integrity constraint violation in a database 
interaction (COM, page 4-21 and PERM, pages 4-10 - 4-1 1), comprising: examining a database 
schema (PERM, Chapter 3 and SNAP, Chapter 7, page 7-5, Schema Editor - for mapping); 
examining an application type (SNAP, page 7-4, class and schema relation); generating a check 
based upon the information and mapping inserting said check into at least one of said first 
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and second software systems (COM, PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter); and analyzing a mapping 
between, said database schema (PERM, Chapter 3 and SNAP, Chapter 7, page 7-5, Schema 
Editor - for mapping) and said application type (SNAP, page 7-4, class and schema relation), to 
determine whether an integrity constraint violation will occur in said database interaction with 
said application (COM, PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter Functions - Ability to trap violations prior to 
database interaction), based on upon said check (COM, PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter Functions - 
Ability to trap violations prior to database interaction). 

Claim 54 

The method of claim 53, wherein said database schema provides each of the integrated 
constraints defined in the database, and wherein said application type includes application code 
including integrity constraints defined therein. As per claim 45. 

Claim 55 

The method of claim 54, further comprising: generating a check in said application code for 
enforcing said database and application-level constraints. As per claim 45. 

Claim 56 

The method of claim 53, further comprising: forming a shadow database in application code 
representing a portion of said database. As per claim 37. 

Claim 57 

The method of claim 53, further comprising: inputting said database schema, said application 
type, and said mapping into a common constraint model. As per claim 32. 

Claim 58 

The method of claim 57, further comprising: before a program including said application and 
interacting with said database, is run and after said inputting, performing a static analysis to 
identify locations of where said integrity constraint violation may arise. As per claim 28. 

Claim 59 

The method of claim 53, further comprising: after determining said integrity constraint violation 
(As per claim 32)and prior to running a program including said application, raising a notification. 
As per claim 51. 

Claim 60 

The method of claim 53, wherein, at runtime of said program, when an integrity constraint 
violation is determined to occur, raising a notification. As per claim 52. 

Claim 61 

The method of claim 53, further comprising: analyzing a common constraint model receiving 
said database schema (as per claim 32), application type, and mapping, to determine an 
inconsistency between said database schema and said application type. As per claim 1. 
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Claim 62 

The method of claim 61, wherein if no said inconsistency is determined, then taking all of the 
common constraints and analyzing the application code with respect to the common constraints 
for an error in the application code. As per claim 28. 

Claim 63 

The method of claim 62, wherein if no said error is determined in the application code, then 
inserting a check into said application code to enforce the constraints at runtime. As per claim 
25. 

Claim 68 

A program embodied in a computer readable medium executable by a digital processing 
apparatus for detecting an integrity constraint in a database interaction, said program comprising 
instructions for executing the method of claim 53. (SNAP, page 2-2. and claim 53 - execution of 
filter function in claim 53) 

Claim 64 

Template anticipates a system of detecting an error in a database interaction (COM, page 4-21 
and PERM, pages 4-10-4-11), comprising: a module for examining a database code for 
database constraints (COM, page 4-18, figure 4-4); a module for examining an application code 
for application-level constraints ( COM, pages 6-1 to 6-8, focus on 6-8 Remote Procedures and 
SNAP, Chapter 3, use of Functions to define methods to be performed - pages 3-44 to 3-50 - 
Note the COM reference mentions how to use the SNAP environment for Remote functions ) 
a module generating a check based upon said database constraints (PERM. Chapter 3 and 
SNAP, Chapter 7, page 7-5, Schema Editor - for mapping) and said application level 
constraints (SNAP, page 7-4, class and schema relation), a module inserting said check into at 
least one of said first and second software systems ( COM, PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter); ; and 
an analyzing unit for analyzing a mapping between said database code and said application code 
(PERM, Chapter 3 and SNAP, Chapter 7, page 7-5, Schema Editor - for mapping), to determine 
an error in a database interaction (COM, page 4-21, code check for errors), based on upon said 
check (COM, PAGES 5-8, 7-3, 8-2 Filter Functions - Ability to trap violations prior to database 
interaction). 

Claim 70 

A method for detecting an error in an interaction between a plurality of software systems, 
comprising: 

providing information about at least one of at least first and second software system, and 
a mapping between at least a portion of said at least first and second software systems and 
statically examining said at least one of said first and second software systems and said mapping 
to determine and error in an interaction between said at least first and second software systems. 
See the rejection for claim 53. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 4, 6, 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Template Software in view of UML and XML Schema, January 2002. (refered to as UX. 
Motivation to Combine 

Template teaches object modeling in non UML object modeler (SNAP, Chapter 3) and a 
hyper text language in HTML (Web, manual) which is not XML. UX teaches the use of the 
defacto standard UML and the more current XML language. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention because the use of UML and 
XML are more marketable. 
Claim 4 

The method of claim 1, wherein said information provided about at least one software system of 
said at least first and second software systems includes a unified modeling language (UML) 
model of said at least one software system. (UX, Abstract). 

Claim 6 

The method of claim 1, wherein said information provided about at least one software system of 
said at least first and second software systems includes at least one of: a schema of said at least 
one software system; integrity constraints of said at least one software system; a specification of 
said at least one software system; a unified modeling language (UML) model of said at least one 
software system; and code of said at least one software system. (UX, Abstract). 

Claim 14 

The method of claim 1, wherein one of said first and second software systems comprises one of 
an extensible markup language (XML) repository and an XML database.. 
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Claim 15 

The method of claim 14, wherein said information provided about said one of said first and 
second software systems includes one of XML schema information and XML document type 
definition (DTD) information. (UX, Abstract and Introduction). 

Claim 16 

The method of claim 2, wherein said schema includes XML schema information. (UX, Abstract). 



Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claim 65 is allowed. The check is inserted into both the application and database. Filter 
functions are inserted into only one. 

8. Claim 66 is allowed. The notification of the programmer establishes the programmer of 
conditions by the check during programming. Filter functions notify the user of the computer 
program and possibly a programmer of a message generated on a system console. 

Response to Arguments 

9. On page 1 5 of the Applicant's response they mention the difference between Template 
software and the invention. Particularly, of interest is the paragraph starting with "In stark 
contrast ..." The prior argument that the mapping is "statically" examined is not able to be 
determined distinct. However, the Applicant's statements about a user inserts code to check for 
errors is correct. The current claim limitations do not appear to distinguish who or what inserts 
the inventions checks. It is the Examiner's believe that the two limitations if clearly claimed will 
distinguish the claimed invention. 

10. Applicant's argument on page 15 bottom of the page that the check is automatically 
generated is not claimed. Nor is the means for the automatic generation clearly and concisely 
claimed. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
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applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., automatic 
generation of the check) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

1 1 . The rejection generates a check based on information and the mapping. This is what a 
filter function does. It checks based on the program information and the mapping of the data 
between the application and the database. The application and the database are each a system. 
And make up two systems. The filter functions can reside on either system and are static in the 
sense they are not changed they are in place. No distinction can be made by what the Applicant 
is calling statically and the implementation of filter functions. Is the error produced before the 
call or during runtime. Filter functions produce errors at runtime. 

12. Applicant's arguments on page 16 support the arguments above but are not able to be 
distinguished by the current claim limitations. The arguments are distinctive but the current 
claim limitations are not. If Applicant has a proposed amendment After Final they should call the 
Examiner and propose the amendment. Currently, Examiner has made a sincere attempt to allow 
the case but is unable to distinguish the claimed invention over the prior art but finds the 
arguments persuasive. 

Conclusion 

13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 



Application/Control Number: 10/627,982 . Page 15 

Art Unit: 2193 

the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Correspondence Information 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Todd Ingberg whose telephone number is (571) 272-3723. The 
examiner can normally be reached on during the work week.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. . 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Todd Ingberg 
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